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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filing of October 1 6th, 2007. 

2. Claims 1 , 2, 6, 1 2 and 1 7 are amended. Claims 3-5, 7-11,1 3-1 6 and 1 8-20 are 
pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Tocket 
al. (US 71 46403 B2) in view of Gelsinqer etal. (US 589251 1 ) and in further view of 
Southqate (5.561,757). 

Claim s 1, 6, 12 and 17: Tock et al . discloses a method of processing a request 
in a web application, the method comprising; 

• obtaining a request that requires authentication (i.e. ... then the request 

processing 300 attempts to authenticate 304 the requestor ... col 8 lines 

23-37 and Fig. 3); 
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• and displaying the login page in the ancestor window (i.e. ... a login page 
can be returned 308 to the requestor... col 8 lines 23-37 and Fig. 3); 

but does not disclose 

• locating, based on the request, an ancestor window for an active window 
of the web application by traversing a hierarchy from the active window to 
the ancestor window, the ancestor window being at least one of a 
sufficient size or adaptable to become of the sufficient size to display an 
entirety of a login page. 

However, Gelsinaer et al. disclose methods for locating, based on the request, 
an ancestor window for an active window of the web application by traversing a 
hierarchy from the active window to the ancestor window (a user is allowed - 
based on a request - to cycle through sets - or hierarchy of each set - of one or 
more windows which do not overlap by more than a predetermined amount until 
all current top-level/ancestry windows have been displayed, col 2 lines 54-62), 

and determining the window size and location (i.e window selection agent 230 

may determine the size and position of each of the current top-level windows ... 
col 5 lines 44-52 and Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide the feature, 
as taught by Gelsinger et al ., for locating and determining the size and location of 
a specific window like an ancestor or top-level window, in Tock et al . One would 
be motivated to locate a specific window, when there could be potentially multiple 
windows open, and the size of those windows are different. 
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But, Tock et al. and Gelsinger et al ., are silent as to determining the size of the 
window to be sufficient for displaying an entirety of information. However, 
Southgate discloses a method to determine the size of the window so that the 
displayed information will be functional/entirety to the user (i.e. ... determine the 
smallest size for the dimension that the window can have and still be functional 
or be useful to the user. . . column7 lines 51 -61 ). Since Tock et al. disclose 
"displaying login page", and Gelsinger et al . disclose "determining the ancestor/ 
top-level window", therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide the feature, as taught by 
Southgate ., determine the smallest size that the window can have so that the 
display ( e.g., data, graphics) will be recognizable by the user, in Tock et al . One 
would be motivated to determine the size of the window, if the information 
displayed needs some minimum size to be useful for the user. 

Claim 2: Tock et al. and Gelsinger et al. and Southgate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 1 above. Furthermore, Gelsinger 
et al. disclose, comprising generating the request in the active window (col 4 
lines 23-26), wherein each window in the web application includes a parent 
attribute that is used for the traversing of the hierarchy, the parent attribute 
indicating whether the window has a parent, and, if so, identifying the parent 
window (operating systems such as Windows support both parent and child 
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windows, inherent that there must be a means to link parent and child windows, 
col 5 lines 1-15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to anticipate, as taught by Gelsinger et 
al., user requests from any windows, like active windows, in Tock et al. One 
would be motivated to anticipate requests from any type of window, as the server 
may have no control on the requests that it receives. 

Claim 3: Tock et al . and Gelsinger et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 1 above. Furthermore, Gelsinger 
et al . disclose methods for manipulating windows like closing an active window 
(col 5 lines 23-33). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide this feature, as taught by 
Gelsinger et al .. like closing an active window, in Tock et al . One would be 
motivated to provide various window manipulation features that are demanded by 
web-based applications. 

Claims 4: Tock et al . and Gelsinger et al . and Southgate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 1 above. Furthermore, Tock et al . 
disclose, wherein active window comprises a modal window (i.e. ... the requestor 
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is forced to login ... cols 8/9 lines 50-3). Note one of the ways to force the user is 
making the window "modal". 



Claims 5: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer etal . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 1 above. Furthermore, Gelsinqer 
et al . disclose, wherein ancestor window comprises a top-level window (i.e. ... 
the selection agent obtains a list of the current top-level windows, step 905... 
cols 1 0/1 1 lines 52-7 -and- ... the window's parent is compared with one or more 
predetermined groups, and if the parent is part of the one or more groups, then 
that window is included in the set in step 910... cols 10/1 1 lines 55-7 and Fig. 9). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to provide the feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al ., for 
determining the ancestor window is top-level window, in Tock et al . One would 
be motivated to make sure that the ancestor/parent window of the active window 
is a top-level window if the size of the current window is important. 



Claim 7: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 6 above. Furthermore, Tock et al 
disclose methods for receiving information (login) and authenticating that 
information (Fig. 3). 
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Claim 8: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 7 above. Furthermore, Tock et al 
disclose methods for fulfilling requests if authentication were successful (Fig. 3). 

Claim 9: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 6 above. Furthermore, Tock et al 
disclose methods for determining if the request has been timed out before 
fulfilling the requests (Fig. 3). 

Claim 10: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 6 above. Furthermore, Gelsinqer 
et al . disclose methods for assisting window locating and selection (col 5 lines 
20-33 and Fig 2) and displaying using standard computer operating system and a 
window selection agent (col 5 lines 53-65 and Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
provide the feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al .. for locating and displaying in a 
specific window, like ancestor or top-level window, in Tock et al . One would be 
motivated to provide methods for locating and displaying in a specific mode of 



Application/Control Number: 10/712,835 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2174 

display, like ancestor or top-level windows, depending on the applications need 
such as a requirement to get feed back on a specific page before proceeding to 
next page. 

Claim 1 1 : Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 6 above. Furthermore, Gelsinqer 
et al . disclose methods for assisting window locating and selection (col 5 lines 
20-33 and Fig 2) and displaying using standard computer operating system and a 
window selection agent (col 5 lines 53-65 and Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to 
provide the feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al .. for locating, closing or opening 
a window and displaying in a specific window, like ancestor or top-level window, 
in Tock et al . One would be motivated to provide a basic window features like 
locating, opening or closing windows in addition to specific mode of display, like 
display in ancestor or top-level windows, depending on the applications need, 
such as a requirement to display in a specific window and close the window from 
which the request came from. 

Claim 13: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 12 above. Furthermore, Tock et al . 
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disclose a system that returns a valid page to user (Fig. 3). Also, Gelsinqer et al . 
disclose methods for assisting window locating and selection (col 5 lines 20-33 
and Fig 2) and displaying using standard computer operating system and a 
window selection agent (col 5 lines 53-65 and Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to 
provide the feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al .. for locating and displaying in 
specific windows, like hierarchal windows, in Tock et al . One would be motivated 
to provide a specific mode of display, like hierarchal windows, depending on the 
applications need such as a requirement to get feed back on a specific page 
before proceeding to next page. 

Claim 14: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 13 above. Furthermore, Gelsinqer 
et al . disclose methods for assisting window locating and selection (col 5 lines 
20-33 and Fig 2) and displaying using standard computer operating system and a 
window selection agent (col 5 lines 53-65 and Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
provide the feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al .. for displaying the in new 
window, like top-level window, in Tock et al . One would be motivated to provide 
a specific mode of display, like a new top-level window, depending on the 
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applications need, such as a requirement that the user need to keep the initial 
page open, when trying to access a secure page. 



Claim 15: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 13 above. Furthermore, Gelsinqer 
et al . disclose methods for assisting window locating and selection (col 5 lines 
20-33 and Fig 2) and displaying using standard computer operating system and a 
window selection agent (col 5 lines 53-65 and Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
provide the feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al ., for displaying the ancestor 
window of a current (child) window, in Tock et al . One would be motivated to 
provide a specific mode of display, like an ancestor window, depending on the 
applications need such as a requirement that the user need to be in the ancestor 
window, when trying to access a secure page. 



Claim 1 6: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 12 above. Furthermore, Tock et al 
disclose methods for receiving information (login) and authenticating that 
information (Fig. 3). 
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Claim 1 8: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southgate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 17 above. Furthermore, Gelsinqer 
et al . disclose methods for assisting window identification, like the type of active 
window (col 5 lines 20-33 and Fig 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide the 
feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al .. for determining a specific window, like child 
window, in Tock et al . One would be motivated to provide specific features for 
window identifications, like type of active window, depending on the applications 
need such as a requirement for not allowing some operations in a parent window. 

Claim 19: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southgate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 18 above. Furthermore, Gelsinger 
et al . disclose methods for assisting window identification, like the type of active 
window (col 5 lines 20-33 and Fig 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide the 
feature, as taught by Gelsinger et al .. for determining a specific window, like 
ancestor window, in Tock et al . One would be motivated to provide specific 
features for window identifications, like type of active window, depending on the 
applications need such as a requirement for not allowing some operations in a 
child window. 
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Claim 20: Tock et al . and Gelsinqer et al . and Southqate disclose a system to 
process web requests, authenticate and return appropriate page in a specific 
window type like ancestor window, as in claim 18 above. Furthermore, Gelsinqer 
et al . disclose methods for assisting window locating and selection (col 5 lines 
20-33 and Fig 2) and displaying using standard computer operating system and a 
window selection agent (col 5 lines 53-65 and Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
provide the feature, as taught by Gelsinqer et al ., for locating, closing or opening 
a window and displaying in a specific window, like ancestor or top-level window, 
in Tock et al . One would be motivated to provide a basic wind features like 
locating, opening or closing windows in addition to specific mode of display, like 
display in ancestor or top-level windows, depending on the applications need, 
such as a requirement to display in a specific window and close the window from 
which the request came from. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed on October 16th, 2007 have been fully considered 
but they were found not persuasive. 



Application/Control Number: 10/712,835 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2174 

A. Applicant argues, "the minimum size of Southgate is taught as being the 
minimum size required for functionality and not as a size required for displaying 
an entirety of a page". The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Functionality; The 
actions (operations), capabilities and usefulness of something such as a 
software application (Computer Encyclopedia). Hence displaying a page, which 
is still remains functional, will have to display all its information to remain 
functional.. 

B. Applicant argues, "there is no teaching or suggestion in Gelsingerfor displaying 
a login page in its activated window". The Examiner respectfully disagrees and 
refers the applicant to the "login page" rejection that is based on Tock et al. and 
not Gelsinqer et al . 

C. Applicant argues, "the switching of Gelsinger does not teach or suggest the 
displaying of the claimed invention". The Examiner respectfully disagrees and 
refers the applicant to the "login page" rejection that is based on Tock et al. and 
not Gelsinqer et al . 

D. Applicant argues, "Gelsinger does not teach traversing a hierarchy, but rather, 
performing a comparison". The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Gelsinqer et 
al. disclose methods for traversing a set or hierarchy of windows (a user is 
allowed - based on a request - to cycle through sets - or hierarchy of each set - 
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of one or more windows which do not overlap by more than a predetermined 
amount until all current top-level/ancestry windows have been displayed, col 2 
lines 54-62), 



E. Applicant argues, "Gelsinger does not teach logins or user authentication at all". 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees and refers the applicant to the "login page" 
rejection that is based on Tock et al. and not Gelsinger et al . 



F. Applicant argues, "Gelsinger, as well as the other references, is silent with 
regard to the presence of a parent attribute in each window in the web 
application". The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Identifying the parent window 
with child window is not required by the web allocation as most of the well know 
OS do provide this feature that can be utilized by the applications via APIs as 
suggested bv Gelsinger et al . (operating systems such as Windows support both 
parent and child windows, inherent that there must be a means to link parent 
and child windows, col 5 lines 1-15). 



G. Applicant argues, "even assuming, arguendo, that the Office is correct in the use 
of modal windows to force users to login, there are many other methods to force 
users to login, and, as such, the use of a modal windows is not necessitated or 
suggested by this statement, as modal windows may not be advisable for login 
purposes in some instances". The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Tock et al. 
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teach, a method that forces user to stay in the same window, albeit same 
returned window, until they can successfully login, which is same as saying 
login/active window is a modal window. 

H. Applicant argues, "Applicant respectfully submits that there is no motivation 
within the references themselves or elsewhere in the art for modifying the 
references". In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1 071 , 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, all the three cited prior art are 
generally in the same domain, managing user interaction in a GUI environment, 
and each of them addressing some aspect of window management, with the 
primary reference focused on user authentication in a GUI environment. 
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Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anil N. Kumar whose telephone number is (571 ) 270- 
1693. The examiner can normally be reached on Wednesdays and alternate Mon-Tue 
and Thu-Fri EST (Alternate Mon-Tue and Thu-Fri off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor Kristine Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Sy D Luu/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2174 
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